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Response to Comments of Sallie W. Neubauer, August 31, 2004 (Letter I135) 

I135-1 
Please see standard response 6.24.2.  Please also see standard 
response 8.1.16. 
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Comment Letter I136 
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Comment Letter I136 Continued 
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Response to Comments of Margaret Petitjean, August 19, 2004 (Letter I136) 

I136-1 
Repeated comments.  Please see responses for O079. 
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Response to Comments of Mary Ellen Hasbrouck, August 26, 2004 (Letter I137) 

I137-1 
Please see standard response 2.18.1. 
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Comment Letter I138 
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Comment Letter I138 Continued 
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Comment Letter I138 Continued 
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Comment Letter I138 Continued 
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Comment Letter I138 Continued 
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Comment Letter I138 Continued 
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Response to Comments of Michael Kiesling, August 30, 2004 (Letter I138) 

I138-1 
The Summary of the Draft Program EIR/EIS states, “In the Final 
Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and the FRA may identify one or 
more potential alignment options as preferred for the proposed 
system.  In the Final Program EIR/EIS, the Authority and the FRA 
may also identify one or more preferred station locations within an 
identified preferred corridor for the proposed HST system” (page S-
18).  Defining a preferred alignment and station locations for the 
HST system alternative is consistent with CEQA guidelines for a 
program-level document and NEPA requirements.  The co-lead 
agencies believe that selecting a preferred alignment and station 
locations for the HST Alternative meets the requirements of CEQA 
and NEPA and satisfies the needs of the State, other agencies and 
the general public.  

A “set” alignment has not been established, and will not be 
established until project-specific environmental documents have 
been completed and certified.  Previous HST studies by the 
Authority, the Commission and the Department of Transportation 
were used and incorporated by reference in the Program EIR/EIS.  
The selection of a preferred alignment takes into account many 
factors including: ridership potential, connectivity and accessibility, 
capital and operating costs, compatibility with existing and planned 
development, and the potential for environmental impacts.  
Alignment options may be eliminated from further investigation 
based on impracticability, inability to meet purpose and need and 
basic project objectives, or if they would have greater impact to the 
environment than other similar options. 

I138-2 

CEQA and NEPA guidance suggests that, whether at a program or 
project level of analysis, the level of information provided should be 
commensurate with the decisions to be made.  The co-lead agencies 
have determined that there is sufficient information provided in the 
Program EIR/EIS to select preferred HST alignment and station 
options for further study with an exception being the northern 
mountain crossing (see standard response 6.3.1).  Please see 
Chapter 6A of the Final Program EIR/EIS for a description of the 
preferred HST system of alignment and station options.  This 
Program EIR/EIS document is consistent with the Program EIR 
process described in CEQA guidelines section 15168. 

I138-3 
The highway element of the Modal Alternative consists of 
improvement of the existing highway system that currently serves 
the intercity travel market in the area proposed to be served by the 
HST Alternative, including the existing routes identified in Table 2.4-
1 and illustrated in Figure 2.4-1 of the Program EIR/EIS.  
Improvements were identified for specific routes in terms of whole 
additional lanes based on overall demand in a given corridor.  In 
some cases the entire demand was satisfied with an additional lane 
applied to a single route, where multiple routes exist in a travel 
corridor. 

Several assumptions were made regarding the highway facilities that 
would serve the demand in each corridor.  Highway travel between 
the Central Valley and the Bay Area was divided among three main 
corridors: I-80 – between Sacramento and Oakland/San Francisco, I-
580 between the northern Central Valley and the East Bay, and SR-
152 between the middle portions of the Central Valley and Gilroy.  
The trips are assigned to these corridors based on the proportion of 
demand forecast between these regions and the relative travel times 
involved.  For instance, the entire forecast travel demand between 
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Sacramento and the Bay Area is assumed to follow the I-80 corridor.  
In contrast, the forecast travel demand between southern California 
and the Bay Area is proportioned between the SR-152 and I-580 
corridors based on current travel patterns.  For the Bay Bridge, the 
additional demand was assumed to utilize the existing bridge facility, 
spreading the peak period congestion.  The Modal Alternative 
consists of incremental expansion of existing highway and aviation 
facilities and the co-lead agencies assumed that it would not be 
reasonable or consistent to include the development of a new or 
expanded bay crossing, given the extensive physical and political 
constraints involved. 

In the Central Valley the forecasted travel demand is split between I-
5 and SR-99 based on the end points of the trip.  Trips originating in 
southern California destined to the Bay Area and Sacramento are 
assigned to I-5, while trips either originating or destined to the main 
Central Valley Cities are assigned to SR-99.  Highway travel from 
Bakersfield to Los Angeles was similarly split to identify capacity 
improvements to the I-5 (Grapevine) or SR-58/14 routes through the 
Antelope Valley.  Intercity travel to and from cities along the coastal 
corridor between the Bay Area and Los Angeles was not included in 
the travel demand forecasts prepared for the proposed high-speed 
train system as proposed; therefore, trips were not assigned to this 
corridor.  While the coastal corridor (US 101) does represent a 
potential travel path for intercity trips between northern and 
southern California, no assigning trips to the coastal corridor (US 
101) is reasonable due to the circuitous nature of the US 101 route 
and the significantly higher travel times compared to the routes 
through the Central Valley. 

Between Los Angeles and San Diego the highway travel demand was 
assigned to specific routes based existing travel patterns.  Trips that 
do not start or stop in areas along the inland corridor (I-15/I-215) 
are assigned to the more direct 1-5 route.  North-south oriented 
trips were entirely assigned to the I-5 and I-15 facilities while it was 
recognized that other parallel facilities exist for portions of these 
routes such as I-110, I-405, SR-73, I-805, and SR 163.  All these 
routes are highly congested and pass through similar surroundings.  

At the time of the analysis (2002-3) I-5 was primarily a 6 lane facility 
between SR 99 and SR 14.  Recent improvements have been 
reflected in the Final Program EIR/EIS. 

I138-4 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  Differences between the 
Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass were documented in Section 
2.6.8.F of the Draft Program EIR/EIS.   Section 2.6.8.F was removed 
from the Final Program EIR/EIS as the preferred alternative involves 
further study of a broad corridor between the Bay area and the 
Central Valley that includes the Altamont pass. 

I138-5 
Please see response to Comment I138-4. 

 I138-6 
The program EIR/EIS process does not identify an “initial” system 
and subsequent phases however it is acknowledged that the system 
may be completed in phases according to financing arrangements.  
No initial system and subsequent phases was included in the 
Authority’s Business Plan. Please see standard response 10.1.7.    

The Business Plan does provide a table which presents “Intercity 
High-Speed Train Ridership and Revenue by Origin-Destination 
Regional Market Segment for 2020” (Table 3.2, page 23).  As stated 
in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the I-5 option between Bakersfield 
and Sylmar was forecast to have 1.7 million more intercity riders by 
2020 than the Antelope Valley alignment option using the low-end 
forecasts (page 6-48).  For this forecast, the Business Plan assumed 
the Pacheco Pass as the mountain crossing between the Bay Area 
and the Central Valley.  The influences on ridership of the Palmdale 
(Antelope Valley) alignment are documented in Chapter 6 of the 
Program EIR/EIS under Bakersfield to Sylmar alignments.  The 
ridership and revenue forecasts did not separately address other 
minor options within the Los Angeles to San Francisco segment.   
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I138-7 
Please see standard responses 6.2.1 and 6.3.1. 

I138-8 
Please see response to Comment I138-4. 

I138-9 
Please see response to Comment I138-4. 

I138-10 
The Draft Program EIR/EIS (Section 6.2) shows total boardings and 
alightings as a range from low-end to high-end forecasts at 
Downtown San Francisco (7.8 - 17 million), SFO (1.3 - 2. 4 million), 
Redwood City/Palo Alto (2.3 - 5.0 million) and San Jose (5.0 - 9.6 
million).  The Authority developed the operating plan in a manner to 
optimize ridership and revenue by focusing service at the major 
potential markets.  The plan includes 15 express trains between San 
Francisco and Los Angeles in each direction, 13 of these are “non-
stop” and 2 make a single stop at San Jose.  Semi-express services 
(about 7 trains a day each direction) stop at both San Jose and San 
Francisco, whereas Suburban Express trains (about 14 trains a day 
each direction), and local trains stop at San Jose, Redwood City/Palo 
Alto, SFO, and San Francisco.   

The Authority’s forecasts concluded that there would be no 
noticeable change in ridership and revenue by having terminus 
stations at both Oakland and San Francisco (Corridor Evaluation, 
December 1999).  The cost-benefit analysis for the Authority’s 
Business Plan was done for the “Highest Return on Investment 
Route” which did not include a direct link to Oakland.      

The extension of BART to San Jose was not included in the 
Authority’s ridership forecasts.  Ridership potential is based on many 
factors, travel time and number of transfers are significant factors in 
determining ridership potential.  The purpose and potential cost of 
BART extensions is not the subject of this program environmental 
review.  The HST system between San Jose and Union City via the I-

880 alignment is estimated to cost about $1.5 billion excluding 
stations.   

I138-11 
At the program level of analysis it is assumed that one fleet 
storage/service and light inspection/maintenance facility is necessary 
for each major branch of the HST system.  These facilities would be 
best located as near as possible to the terminal stations.  A number 
of potential sites were considered in each region in the Program 
EIR/EIS to provide representative impacts and costs for the HST 
system.  The potential sites considered for the Bay Area to Merced 
region included urban sites such as West Oakland as well as sites 
outside the constraints of urban development including Los Banos – 
the urban constraints are particularly challenging along the Caltrain 
corridor to Transbay Terminal.  These potential sites provided a 
representative range of cost and impact and are not a complete and 
inclusive list of all possible locations.  Additional sites will be 
considered during subsequent project level environmental review. 

I138-12 
In an effort to minimize impacts to the Grassland Ecological Area 
(GEA) and farmland resources, the conceptual HST Pacheco Pass 
alignments were assumed to be immediately adjacent to an existing 
roadway, Henry Miller Road.  Adjacency to an existing facility 
minimizes potential impacts to surrounding resources by avoiding 
severance of the properties involved.  Specific impacts will be 
identified and evaluated during subsequent project level 
environmental review, based on more precise information regarding 
location and design of the alignments and facilities proposed, as well 
as the parcel specific existing land uses. The detail of engineering 
associated with the project level environmental analysis will allow 
the Authority to further investigate ways to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate potential impacts.  Only after the alignment is refined and 
the facilities are fully defined through project level analysis, and 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been exhausted, will 
specific impacts and mitigation measures be addressed. 
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I138-13 
Please see response I138-1.   

The catchment area for stations varies depending on the number of 
stations modeled.  The overall catchment area for the HST system is 
described in the “Independent Ridership and Passenger Revenue 
Projections for High-Speed Rail Alternatives” (Charles River 
Associates, July 1996, pages 5-17 through 5-20) and includes all of 
California’s major metropolitan areas.  The co-lead agencies believe 
that the various station locations in Northern California serve the Bay 
Area well, however please also see standard response 6.3.1.  The 
number of miles passengers would travel to reach HST stations 
would vary depending upon local market factors and the other 
transportation alternatives available.  Site-specific local travel issues 
are beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS process and will be 
addressed in future project specific documents.  San Ramon is about 
20-25 miles to Union City and about the same distance to Oakland 
Airport. 

The percentage of passengers expected to access HST stations via 
private autos varies depending upon the station location and its 
connectivity to other modes of transportation.  For the Draft 
Program EIR/EIS, estimates were made for parking requirements 
and potential traffic impacts around potential station locations.  
These estimates are included in the Traffic, Transit, Circulation and 
Parking Technical Reports (for the Bay Area to Merced, see Appendix 
B2).  The percentages of passengers expected to access stations via 
private auto varied between 20% (10% self parking, 10% drop-off) 
at San Francisco to 80% (60% self parking, 20% drop-off) at Los 
Banos.  The estimate for Redwood City/Palo Alto was 65% via 
private auto (35% self, 30% drop-off).  The assumption for the Bay 
Area – Merced region was that the HST system will require parking 
at all station areas except downtown San Francisco, Oakland, and 
the three major airport stations.  Based on the high-end forecasts, 
nearly 2,200 parking places would be needed at Redwood City/Palo 
Alto, and about 1,800 at San Jose.   

Please see standard response 6.11.1.  The potential Los Banos site 
originated as part of the Commission’s investigation (1994-96).  For 
the I-5 option through the Central Valley, the Los Banos station 
served the Los Banos and Western Merced population as well as 
provided access to Central Valley cities along the State Route 99 
corridor such as Fresno and Merced.  This station site was also 
investigated as part of the State Route 99 options in order to present 
the most appropriate comparison between the two corridor options 
(I-5 and State Route 99).  A station site was identified with good 
access to I-5, SR-152 and that could be built along the high-speed 
alignment without impacting express travel times. 

I138-14 
Please see standard response 2.25.1.  The costs of additional 
bypasses are identified in the Draft Program EIR/EIS (Section 6.2).  
Please see standard response 10.1.7. 

The site-specific consideration of mitigation of impacts to land 
parcels by swapping land on either side of the right-of-way with 
adjoining farms is beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS.  The 
effect of a HSR alignment along the UPRR corridor on the pressure 
to bring SR-99 to full interstate status and decisions about how 
many interchanges will be built or re-built for the HST project are 
also beyond the scope of this program EIR/EIS. 

I138-15 
Capital cost estimates for stations along the Caltrain shared use 
corridor represent an assumed level of expenditure by the HSRA as 
part of a joint development effort to implement the shared use 
corridor.  The costs represent an approximation of the costs 
associated with HST related elements (platforms, track, etc.) of the 
shared station infrastructure.  While the costs of these station 
elements are based on similar station construction in California, the 
overall estimated cost to the HST system of the Caltrain shared use 
corridor is subject to change as the HSRA and Caltrain work together 
to develop and refine a shared use design.  
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HST alignment options/segments are mapped and described in 
Section 2.6 of the Program EIR/EIS.  In addition, the configuration 
and cross section of each segment of each alignment option is 
illustrated in Alignment Configuration and Cross Sections, January, 
2004.   

I138-16 
Please see standard response 6.3.1.  Cemeteries are not included in 
the primary sensitive resources applied in the noise screening 
process.  The Pacheco Pass alignment option does pass through the 
vicinity of the San Joaquin Valley National Cemetery.  The Authority 
will continue efforts to avoid this cemetery and associated impacts 
as this alignment option is considered in subsequent studies. 

I138-17 
Please see standard response 6.7.1.  The Authority has identified a 
preferred alignment that does not include a potential HST station at 
Santa Clara. 
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